
PQt 1947 Qehetioa paper mma to suggest that duplax prototrophs omw rarely 
(l/W) if at all (Cf pe 520)* In Dec. 1347, I wmt into the matter again, perPoE 

a xal-- :mtant of Y-53) on ET8 Lw and 
can km &dentfffed because they are mc- 
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way to to& duplex signjfieance would be to somp~o tha rate of its occurrence 
on mfmzimssl and on tM.am3.n aga&. Owing to the close linkage (10 unit;s) of Z1 to 
EN which noaassftates a crossova- to produce a full prototroph, omitting 
thLTsin should diminish the proprotion of duplex U-fold. I have noticed 
&al-aectorad prototrophs on minimal agar, and thought the@ were muoh less fro- 
qusht thab on idbd.a, but haven't ~eaXig dono a proper l xp@rim@.~t. 

Frankly, I have bocomo quite leery of the whole linkage system beca~~o of 
tha peculiar behavior of tha Hot heteroxygotes. KL, as you% read, is almost 
inva~1abl.y h& usually&L-. 
ara .&CL-(frllm c 

gous, 
i oq3arabls pa,r+ants), 

Aleo, most prototrophs from the usual crossoa 
&3wevelr, CWK&Li and I agree that U cannot 

b* placed in 1i.n~~ U&age w.Sh the Ithaca factors. If It is on an independ~~nt 
ahruollijso4xe, this chro.moao~@aa does not segrog&.o propa&.y. I think that the dafiaionog 
of &l# in protatrophs shmlci be eorrelat& tith the loss of the, se@ant oamying 
A&J! in the heterozyg&eaJ, but I h~en~t 63 far worked cut a suitably rachanism 
to oxplain it. The rub Zs that I don't know to nhat extent the uneq&. segregations 
I find in the persistent haterozygotes may rofleot what 13 going m always, 80 
the whole quaation is up in the aira as far as the datafls of the linkage mchanlsrra 
are concerned. &iL isn't the whole &ory, aa I’ve found one diplcrid h&er~zygous 
for &al, In sovwa.l htiod tests, and it iLso segregates abnormiLly for i4al and 
for other factors. Q;aLL &SE& (tentative symbol) 9s also usU.ly htiygous, 
t&leas uniformly Gal- in th6$ hQtelrozyg3tes,and not clos%?Ay link&d to 2&l. So 
hare is an&&~ region wW& I~ turn UP deficient In the hreterozygates, aid dig- 
turn t#p normality of the segregation. But I hope to turn up some siplo.% eventually 
whose segregation r&l not be distrmbed. &d.il. the story is claanrd up, my 
lInkage calcula~%ons w%l have to be treated tith SCCM ~~SWVO. That braat t2 
say, hmmrg thaf; tnsts for a,U~lisi~~ and 80 forth, sonnot be done #site str 
forrT-y, and 1 proau%i that this in what you hava in zind for your 
wark. Any linkagea that yoi~ pick up with LacI Vlam (T-L) OF 
ok alao, and in fast, I would appreciate any 1~3 that you m.i 3 

probably wUl. be 
t pi&:: up on this, 

which wo&.d be very usefu-l for the lab4,cus work u.n the hstorooygotes, 

I rold your php(rr in J. &ct. on sr, ~3te.~ witi special inter&st %n Vnr 
hating that you show ncr~;- towards a nuclw--segregation hypotheeis, Judging from 
our corrosyonderwa of the last year QP two, I would gather that you didn% 
accept thfs vary strongly before beei;russ of the zero-potits with B/l.. I m EMU. 
not conairrcod that z&lr3ast ~CXSB cf the zero-points EUY be artifacti. To tura the 
argmmt the othee way round3 I was P 1ftCi.e aurpri9ed 
not brLw in tine posaibilitg af sww 

thatycwpqsr did 
delay in the action of &yAomycSn. Do you 

for a dalay in psl~otyple axprassPon? One of lqy students is week 
this su-xm, Lu?d F&M he raturns, I expect will try to test +Ae d 
and sd in the h&erozygotes, although I think that ths pmsant A~brie3J. jts soma- 
what unsatisfactory because of the aneuploid~, 
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